

    


EL CAMINO COLLEGE


Planning & Budgeting Committee

Minutes

October 20, 2005

MEMBERS PRESENT
__x__David Vakil, Chair



__x__Teresa Palos
__x__Miriam Alario




__x__Susan Taylor
_____Thomas Jackson



__x__Haorld Tyler
__x__Kelvin Lee




__x__Lance Widman
OTHERS ATTENDING
Francisco Arce, Pam Fees, Irene Graff, Ken Key, Jeff Marsee, Dawn Reid, Cheryl Shenefield, Arvid Spor, John Wagstaff, Dave Westberg

Handouts:  
-Self-evaluation document
-Geographic information systems (GIS) document
-FTES Schedule 
The meeting was called to order at 1:05pm by David Vakil.

Introductions were made by those in attendance.

Approval of Minutes
The minutes of September 15, 2005 and October 6, 2005 were approved as amended.
Self Evaluation Results:   Results of the self evaluation process were shared with the group.  Noted:  

· Ratings were generally 3, 4 or 5 (neutral or negative).  People are comfortable talking in meetings, and there is good communication with the campus and constituents. 

· The goals the committee spent time on were accomplished.  
Comments:  

· Some type of training or orientation is needed for new members.  Suggestions:  develop a model and put together a formal manual.  Since the committee is changing, the manual should reflect how the committee envisions itself after the changes are made.      

· Harold Tyler and Jeff Marsee will work on creating a glossary of words and perhaps acronyms relevant to the committee’s work.    
· In response to a question on defining the role of voting members, it was suggested that members keep a macro view of the process while keeping in mind their specific area. 
Planning/Budgeting:   Themes and Next Steps: 

· Since program review affects the budget, it was suggested that a program review item be included on the agenda for every meeting.    
· The PBC makes recommendations on how to spend discretionary money.  Concern was expressed about the committee’s function if there is no discretionary money; however, this will not be known until the budget is balanced and the actual amount of state funding is known.  It was noted that dealing with the State budget is not unlike trying to hit a moving target. The process starts in January and changes occur at least six times until the final numbers are presented the following January.  (This information should be included in the proposed manual). Decision-making processes developed could pertain to funding decreases if no discretionary funds are available.
· The pressure to hire just to fill a position, even if a qualified pool of applicants is lacking, was discussed.  The fear is that if managers don’t hire the first time out, it will be perceived that they didn’t really need the position.   
· This year’s budget is last year’s actual amount spent.   The budget for line items was just rolled over.  This is unique to this year.  They are in the process of doing forensic work on some of the accounts and cleaning up some inaccuracies.  A staffing control table is also being created.  The president wants a presentation of the revised budget on November 7.   
Mapping Software:  Irene Graff (Research Analyst) presented information on Geographic Information Systems (GIS) software, which can be used for planning and budget.  They are trying to put together funding sources for the cost ($60,000 for maps and software; $2,000 for the license for unlimited campus use).  Faculty members are also interested in developing a GIS class.  It was suggested that this should be taken the Technology Committee.   
FTES Reporting:  (Full time Equivalent Students) 
Bottom line summary of FTES schedule distributed during the meeting:

1. The college is down 100 FTES for summer and 250 for fall.  There is concern that it is a California issue or maybe even a national issue.  

2. Shifting summer FTES into last year was not a recommendation PBC made before.  The president maintains that shifting FTES from this year to last year is very dangerous in enrollment-uncertain times like these.

3. The new FTES report shows the numbers reported and how the State uses those numbers to develop Exhibit C.  The eligible over cap 2.31%, plus growth allocated, gives an over cap figure of 426 FTES for the final budget.   In March and June it changed to 425.  Added together, growth and over cap total 19,615.

4. 19,306 was presented as the reported FTES as of July 15, and there will be another report November 1.  

5. Jeff Marsee, David Westberg, and Susan Taylor met to discuss the FTES numbers.  This is what the college would be eligible for.  The document was revised to show overcap funding.  The total of growth and over cap is 19,613.  When the college chose not to get over cap funding, it did not raise the base as much as it could have.  It was stated that the group had been mislead due to withholding the information about available over cap funding for 2004-2005.  The PBC was told that the college needed to cut back $1.6 million while, at the same time, it left $1.5 million in Sacramento due to the decision not to use 2005 summer FTES in order to receive the $1.5 million in over cap funding for 2004-2005. Had we gotten the over cap funding for 2004-2005, the base for 2005-2006 could also have been higher. The use of summer FTES will be considered for next year’s budget (under revenue) because the final budget report was already sent in on November 1 for 2004-2005.  It was noted that the document Pam Fees distributed at the last meeting had the correct information, so they are starting out right for next year.  

6. It was claimed that not shifting FTES (item #2 above) was a really clear policy change.  Was it the right thing to not borrow from summer school when growth is directly tied to salary, and this lowers the salary increase?

7. It was suggested that this discussion be discontinued due to contract issues.

8. It was noted that if all Districts grew to their cap, there wouldn’t be enough money to fund all of them, and there would be a statewide deficit factor applied.
The chair wants to make sure the PBC is viewed as an effective committee and is reluctant to make recommendations that will make others view the committee as ineffective. Committee members pointed out that the more pressing issue is that they should not make recommendations based on what will be accepted instead of making recommendations based on what is thought to be right.  
It was noted that the Board wants to hear recommendations about staffing levels.

It was suggested that the purpose of the group is to provide the parameters for building the budget.   To that end, the group should prepare and present PBC recommendations to the president in December and January.        

Agenda Development  
· themes 
· program review
Meeting Adjourned at 2:35 p.m.
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